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The following comments relate respectively to classes and types of
actions identified by numerals and l~tters as used in the University list.
Class 1:
. s. Exempted ~ses. of pe5ticides under· herbicides is wfsely restl"'fcted to
uses of duly approved materials oy duly ·qualified applicators. It should bc~
recognized, and it might be wise to specify that restriction with respect to
~fficfal approval applies not only to approved ~aterials but to uses as ·appr·oved~
A pestidde approved for use in one typ.e of envlronment may have seriouslv .
detrimental effects if used in another. ·The further restriction to uses on
University propert,y is noted. We recommend a still further restriction to
exclude from exempt uses any outdoors in the Conservation District. With this
furthe,. restriction, assessment would be required of the impacts of outdoor
pesticide and herbicide uses at, for example. the Mauna Kea or Haleakala
laboratories. The EQC is engaged in a review of the scale and nature of
pesticide and herbicide uses appropriate for.exe~ption~ in connection with
the proposals for exemption from other agencleS., It \'Iould be ...lell to consul t
. '-lith the EQC in the final definition of this type of action. .. p •
v. In the exemption of operation, maintenance, and repairs of holding
pens, cages, tanks, and ponds, the ·restriction to existing uses that is
applicable to· the entire class 1 is of considerable importance. The e~emption
should not apply to the confinement of species not originally confined if
enviro~~ental hazard would result from the possible escape of the new species
or its parasites.
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
·' .
Class 2:
m. The exemption of reconstructions of pens, cage5~ ponds, tanks, and
greenhouses should be restricted to reconstructions for already existing uses.
See corrment on .1.v. ,above.
Cl ass 4:
b. Exemption of minor gr~ding, filling, and stockpiling of soil is
appropriate, but the limit of 1,500 cu. yds. is excessive. This volume is
equivalent to a depth of. nearly a foot over the entire area of a football
field. The movement of such' a volume cannot be considered without possible
environn:ental impacts. We s~ggest limitation to a voluma of 500 cu'. y~s ~
'c. We l"ecorrinend the exemption with respect to planting be restricted
to areas not in the Conservation District•.
e'. We l"ecomnend that the:exemption of cultivation' and similar 'activ{ties
be restricted to areas not in the Conservation District and that,the exemption
of land leveling be restricted with reference to the volume limitation .
referred to in 4.b.' ' ,
f. The exemption of experimental and research projects with native flora
and fauna should be transferred from Class 4 to Class 5. In addition the
exemption should be restricted so as'not to apply to revegetation pYojects of
pilot scale within the Conservation District. ' Such projects would requi re .
DLNR permission, as is recognized in the present definition of this type of '
action. HOlt/evers replacement of native vegetation \'lith exotic vegetation
or the reverses or the replacement of one type of native vegetation with)
another, involves risks of considerable environmental detrim~nt~ and such
projects should be subject to individual environmental assessment by DUm
or by the. University before they are undertaken., '
Class 5:
" ' '
. The Envjronmental Center has undertaken to review the research programs
of the University with respect to EIS requirements. From this review way
come recommeridations as 'to revisions of the proposed Class 5 list that will
include as exemptions some kinds of resear~h proj~cts that would not be
exempted in the present list, and will identify some exceptions (in addition
to those already noted) to the kinds of projects that in general should be'
exempted. There will also probably be recommendations as to mechanisms to
identify projects for which environmental impacts should be considered p For
the present we have only the follmiing comments: ' .
a. The significance of the impacts of collecting of natural speaimens
depends upon the relation between the magnitude of the sample collected and
- the w4gnitude of the population being sampled. This principle ·applies in the
case of geologic and archaeological specimen collection as well as the care
of biological specimen collection with respect to threatened or" endangered
species. However. for the present we have no suggestions as to change in
wording.- " . '
." .
"
b.~ c.) d. We assume that "by surveys is meant.purely observational and
not such wanipulative activities as specimen collection.
. .' . .
". f. The exempti on \'1i th respect to horti cul trua1 and similar experiments
should not apply to experiments within the Conservation District.
Class 7:
" "" a. The exemption under this class is intended to'be restricted to
structures which are both minor (small) and accessory to existing facilities.
In the present wording. the 'proposed exemption applies to buildings housing all
kinds of University activities without regard to size) and could easily be
interpreted as app1ying to the construction of such buildings as accessories
to a major facili~ such as a campus. We hope this is not the intent, and
recommend that the exemption be restricted as·to"scale of construction as we.
have recommended in 3e; restricted as to accessory status with respect to
existing structures (not entire campuses);. or both. The exception of contruc-
'tion on Mauna Kea, Haleakala, etc., is intended, we believe, to modjfy the
exemption 'itself, but as now worded modifies the restriction as to use. As
it now re~ds. the construction is exempted if it involves negligible expansion
'or change of use unless the construction is on Maun~ Kea~ e~c •. If the
- co"n'struction \'1ere on r1auna Kea, etc., it "/oul d be exempted e'ven " f cons; derab1e'
expansion or change of use WQul,d re:;ul t. Rewording is: necessa.ry ("
c. See comments on 1.v.
tI. The exemption ~f bleacher con~tructi~n should be limited as to th~
size or temporary nature of the bleachers, or bothp Bleachers may have vory
si9nifican~ impacts, fo~ example visual impactsp . " .
. \
Classes 8) 9 and·lO.
No comnents.
cc: Tamotsu Sahara, Physical Planning
